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DETAILED ACTION 



Specification 

1 . The disclosure is objected to because of the following informalities: 

• Line 9 of page 5 should be changed to read, "virtual agent computer system, 
and a virtual ag e nt comput e r syst e m web user system .": 

• Examiner suggests changing "MS client 106", on line 9 of page 13, to read, 
"test client 106"; 

• On line 1 of page 14, the multimedia synchronization system is improperly 
referenced. Examiner suggests changing the reference number from "10" to 
"100"; 

Appropriate correction is required. 



2. The lengthy specification has not been checked to the extent necessary to 
determine the presence of all possible minor errors. Applicant's cooperation is 
requested in correcting any errors of which applicant may become aware in the 
specification. 

Claim Objections 



3. Claims 1-43 have been examined. 
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4. Claims 12, 15, 16, 21, 24, and 25 are objected to because of the following 
informalities: 

• Line 5, of claim 15, should be changed to read, "with a respective one of the 
first requests"; 

• Line 8, of claims 15 and 16, should be changed to read, "one or more test 
client computers with"; 

• Examiner suggests changing line 12, of claim 16, to read, "one of the second 
tost c l ient requests to the", to be more in line with the prior language of the 
claim; 

• Examiner suggests that line 2 of claims 12 and 21 should read, "relating 
number of clients values associated with the respective ones"; 

• Line 10, of claims 24 and 25, should be changed to read, "one of more test 
client computers with"; 

Appropriate correction is required. 

Claim Rejections - 35 USC §112 

The following is a quotation of the second paragraph of 35 U.S.C. 112: 

The specification shall conclude with one or more claims particularly pointing out and distinctly 
. claiming the subject matter which the applicant regards as his invention. 
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5. Claims 7, 14, 16, 23, and 38-43 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 112, second 

paragraph, as being indefinite for failing to particularly point out and distinctly claim 
the subject matter which applicant regards as the invention. 



Claim 7 recites the limitation "the time latency values" in line 1 . There is insufficient 
antecedent basis for this limitation in the claim. The examiner suggests that claim 7 
should be indicated as dependent on claim 6, rather than claim 5. 

Claims 7, 14, and 23 recite the limitations, "a routing accuracy corresponding to 
connection between a virtual telephone caller and an agent, and a display accuracy 
associated with an agent computer screen display," (see lines 22-24 of the claims). 
As written in the claims, the above limitations are disclosed as corresponding to time 
latency values, (see lines 1-2 in the claims). However, the examiner asserts that it is 
apparent that a routing accuracy and a display accuracy do not correspond to time 
latency values, but, rather, test data available in the preferred embodiment of the 
invention, (see specification, page 14, lines 10-20). The examiner suggests 
rewording the claim so as to avoid confusion caused by this discrepancy. 

Claim 16 recites the limitation "the first respective one of the first requests" in line 11. 
There is insufficient antecedent basis for this limitation in the claim. The examiner 
suggests changing the above limitation to read, "the respective one of the first 
requests", as prior language in the claim makes reference to a first respective one of 
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the one or more test client computers, but not a first respective one of the first 
requests. 

Claim 38 recites the limitation "the contact center" in line 3. There is insufficient 
antecedent basis for this limitation in the claim. 

Claims 39-43 are rejected due to their dependence on claim 38. 



Claim Rejections - 35 USC § 102 

The following is a quotation of the appropriate paragraphs of 35 U.S.C. 102 that 
form the basis for the rejections under this section made in this Office action: 
A person shall be entitled to a patent unless - 

(b) the invention was patented or described in a printed publication in this or a foreign country or in public 
use or on sale in this country, more than one year prior to the date of application for patent in the United 
States. 

6. Claims 1 , 8, and 17 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 102(b) as being anticipated by 
Liese et al, (US 5,854,889). 



Regarding claim 1 , Liese teaches a computer system comprsing: 

• A synchronization server for synchronizing the operation of one or more 
virtual test systems, (see col. 4, lines 13-16; and note col. 7, lines 38-43 and 
col. 3, lines 23-29, wherein the custom servers are disclosed as virtual test 
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systems, in that they simulate normal user operations in a telecommunication 
system); and 

• One or more test client computers coupled to the synchronization server, (see 
Abstract, lines 6-7), wherein respective ones of the one or more test client 
computers generate first requests and second requests to the synchronization 
server, (see col. 3, lines 10-17). 

Claims 8 and 17 are rejected because they recite limitations similar to claim 1, 
except in the context of a synchronization method and a computer program product 
comprising a computer usable medium having computer readable code thereon, 
respectively. 

Claim Rejections - 35 USC § 103 

The following is a quotation of 35 U.S.C. 103(a) which forms the basis for all 
obviousness rejections set forth in this Office action: 

(a) A patent may not be obtained though the invention is not identically disclosed or described as set 
forth in section 102 of this title, if the differences between the subject matter sought to be patented and 
the prior art are such that the subject matter as a whole would have been obvious at the time the 
invention was made to a person having ordinary skill in the art to which said subject matter pertains. 
Patentability shall not be negatived by the manner in which the invention was made. 

7. Claims 2-4, 9-11 and 18-20 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being 

unpatentable over Liese et al, as applied to claims 1 , 8 and 17 above, and further in 

view of applicant's admitted prior art. 



Application/Control Number: 10/099,819 Page 7 

Art Unit: 21 14 

Regarding claim 2, Liese teaches a computer system, as discussed in reference to 
claim 1 , wherein respective ones of the one or more virtual test systems are coupled 
to the respective ones of the one or more test client computers, (see col. 4, lines 53- 
59); and, wherein respective ones of the first requests and respective ones of the 
second requests are associated with respective ones of the virtual test systems, said 
test systems comprising a multiplicity of clients to server functions, (see col. 2, lines 
5-10). 

Liese fails to teach that the one or more virtual test systems are coupled to a contact 
center associated with contact center functions, and that the one or more virtual test 
systems include at least one of a virtual telephone caller system associated with 
virtual telephone caller actions, a virtual agent telephone system associated with 
virtual agent telephone actions, a virtual agent computer system associated with 
virtual agent computer actions and a virtual web user system associated with virtual 
web user actions. However, Liese does teach operating virtual test systems in 
telecommunication systems comprising automatic response units, and automatic call 
distributors, (see col. 2, lines 5-10). 

Applicant's admitted prior art teaches virtual test systems coupled to a contact 
center associated with contact center functions, (see page 3, lines 18-30, and page 
4, lines 1-8 of the specification), said virtual test systems including a virtual 
telephone caller system associated with virtual telephone caller actions, a virtual 
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agent telephone system associated with virtual agent telephone actions, a virtual 
agent computer system associated with virtual agent computer actions and a virtual 
web user system associated with virtual web user actions, (see Fig. 1 , elements 38, 
40, 42, and 44, respectively). 

Liese and applicant's admitted prior art are analogous art because they are from the 
same field of endeavor, viz., virtual testing of telecommunication systems. 

At the time of applicant's invention, one of ordinary skill in the art would have 
considered it obvious to combine the teachings of applicant's admitted prior art with 
the telecommunications network testing system of Liese in order to achieve a 
method a synchronizing multiple virtual tests run on a multimedia contact center 
utilizing those virtual test systems disclosed in applicant's admitted prior art. 

One of ordinary skill in the art would have been motivated to combine the teachings 
because the contact center disclosed in applicant's admitted prior art is a means, 
well known in the art, for providing fast and automated communication facilitation 
between customers and customer support agents. Liese teaches synchronizing all 
virtual tests pertaining to resources within a telecommunication network. Since one 
of ordinary skill in the art would have been motivated to include, in the method of 
Liese, a telecommunication system, as taught in applicant's admitted prior art, which 
facilitates fast and automatic communication between a customer and a customer 
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support agent, one would also have been clearly motivated to include those virtual 
tests disclosed therein, which pertain to such a system, to be synchronized as taught 
in Liese. 

Claims 9 and 18 are rejected because they recite limitations similar to claim 2, 
except in the context of a synchronization method and a computer program product 
comprising a computer usable medium having computer readable code thereon, 
respectively. 

Regarding claims 3, 4, 10, 1 1, 19 and 20, see Liese, col. 3, lines 64-67, and col. 4, 
lines 1-5, wherein the "priority" value is an identifier key value for associating 
respective ones of the logically related requests. 

8. Claims 26-36, and 38-42 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable 
over applicant's admitted prior art, and further in view of Liese et al. 

Regarding claim 26, applicant's admitted prior art teaches a computer system for 
testing a contact center, comprising: 
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• A first virtual test system, the first virtual test system to provide a first 
communication associated with a first media to the contact center, (see Fig. 1 , 
elements 38 and 40); and 

• A second virtual test system coupled to the first virtual test system, the 
second virtual test system to provide a second communication associated 
with a second media to the contact center, (see Fig. 1, elements 42 and 44). 

Applicant's admitted prior art fails to teach that said computer system is adapted to 
relate a portion of the first communication provided by the first virtual test system to 
a portion of the second communication provided by the second virtual test system. 

Liese teaches a system for heterogeneous telecommunications network testing by a 
plurality of users, wherein said system is adapted to relate a portion of a first 
communication provided by a first virtual test system to a portion of a second 
communication provided by a second virtual test system, (see col. 4, lines 1-18). 
Liese further teaches that said communications may be associated with alternative 
media, (see col. 3, lines 17-20). 



At the time of applicants invention, one of ordinary skill in the art would have 
considered it obvious to combine the teachings in order to achieve a system for 
testing a telecommunications network, as taught in applicant's admitted prior art, 
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wherein portions of communications provided by differing virtual test systems are 
related. 



One of ordinary skill in the art would have been motivated to combine the teachings 
because Liese shows that there is a need in the art to manage a multiplicity of tests 
to be performed in a telecommunications network that supports independent testing 
by a plurality of client computers and virtual test systems, (see col. 2, lines 30-35, 
and 8-13). One of ordinary skill in the art would have been clearly motivated to 
relate portions of communications provided by differing virtual test systems, as 
taught in Liese, in the system of applicant's admitted prior art, in order to prevent 
interference between said communications in the event that testing resources are 
limited. 



Claims 32 and 38 are rejected because they recite limitations similar to claim 26, 
except in the context of a method for testing a contact center and a computer 
program product comprising computer usable medium having computer readable 
code thereon, respectively. Note, also, that it has been shown, in the discussion 
related to claim 26, that applicant's admitted prior art teaches both testing a contact 
center, and providing said communications to the contact center. 
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Regarding claims 27, 33 and 39, note Fig. 1 , elements 28 and 40 of applicant's 
admitted prior art. 

Regarding claims 28, 34, and 40, note Fig. 1 , elements 38 and 44 of applicant's 
admitted prior art. 

Regarding claims 29, 30, 35, 36, 41 and 42, note Fig. 1, elements 38, 40, 42 and 44 
of applicant's admitted prior art. 

Regarding claim 31 , see Liese, col. 4, lines 13-16; and note col. 7, lines 38-43 and 
col. 3, lines 23-29, wherein the custom servers are disclosed as virtual test systems, 
in that they simulate normal user operations in a telecommunication system. 

Allowable Subject Matter 

9. Claims 15, 24 and 25 are allowed. 



10. Claims 5, 6, 12, 13, 21, 22, and 37 are objected to as being dependent upon a 
rejected base claim, but would be allowable if rewritten in independent form 
including all of the limitations of the base claim and any intervening claims. 
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1 1 . Claims 7, 14, 23 and 43 would be allowable if rewritten to overcome the rejection(s) 
under 35 U.S.C. 112, 2nd paragraph, set forth in this Office action and to include all 
of the limitations of the base claim and any intervening claims. 

12. Claim 16 would be allowable if rewritten or amended to overcome the rejection(s) 
under 35 U.S.C. 112, 2nd paragraph, set forth in this Office action. 

13. The following is a statement of reasons for the indication of allowable subject matter: 

Regarding claim 5, the limitation, "wherein the respective ones of the first requests 
and the respective ones of the second requests are provided having number of 
clients values for further associating respective ones of the logically related 
requests," along with the other limitations of the claim, was not found in any prior art. 

Regarding claims 12 and 21, the limitation, "relating number of clients values 
associated with the respective ones of the first requests and the respective ones of 
the second requests, to further associate respective ones of the logically related 
requests," along with the other limitations of the claims, was not found in any prior 
art. 
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Regarding claim 6, the limitation, "the synchronization server controls the one or 
more test client computers to provide a measurement of one or more time latency 
values," along with the other limitations of the claim, was not found in any prior art. 

Regarding claims 13 and 22, the limitation, "controlling the one or more test client 
computers to provide a measurement of one or more time latency values," along 
with the other limitations of the claims, was not found in any prior art. 

Regarding claims 15 and 24, the limitations, "identifying a matching request pair as 
the respective one of the first requests having the first key value in combination with 
the respective one of the second requests having the first key value; transmitting a 
notification of the matching pair from the synchronization server to the first 
respective one of the one or more test client computers and to the second respective 
one of the one or more test client computers; and bypassing the portion of the first 
software program if the notification is received by the first respective one of the one 
or more test client computers," along with the other limitations of the claims, were 
not found in any prior art. 

Regarding claims 16 and 25, the limitations, "identifying a matching request pair as 
the respective one of the first requests having the first key value and the first number 
of clients value in combination with the respective one of the second requests having 
the first key value and the first number of clients value; transmitting a notification of 
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the matching pair from the synchronization server to the first respective one of the 
one or more test client computers and to the second respective one of the one or 
more test client computers; and pausing execution of the first software program at 
the portion of the first software program if the notification is received by the first 
respective one of the one or more test client computers," along with the other 
limitations of the claims, were not found in any prior art. 

Regarding claims 37 and 43, the limitations, "providing the portion of the first 
communication to a first test client computer; and providing the portion of the second 
communication to a second test client computer," along with the other limitations of 
the claims, were not found in any prior art. 

Conclusion 

14. The prior art made of record and not relied upon is considered pertinent to 
applicant's disclosure. 

Dantressangle, (US 6,446,120 B1 ), teaches a configurable stresser for a web server 
wherein test results received from one or more virtual test browsers are compared 
and consolidated into a report of compared test results. 
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Hoffman, (US 6,826,259 B2), teaches a method for testing a telecommunications 
network by emulating a terminal, wherein keywords are associated with 
communications. 

Zhao et al, (US 6,799,213 B1), teaches a system for performing server load testing 
wherein a client simulates a plurality of virtual user test actions. 

Rowe, (US 6,324,492 B1), teaches a system for network server stress testing 
wherein multiple concurrent clients are simulated, and response time to an I/O 
requests is measured. 

Goss et al, (US 6,493,447 B1 ), teaches a contact server for a call center used to 
synchronize multiple requests transmitted through different media. 



Any inquiry concerning this communication or earlier communications from the 
examiner should be directed to Aaron D Matthew whose telephone number is (571 ) 
272-3662. The examiner can normally be reached on Mon-Fri, from 8:00 am - 5:30 pm. 

If attempts to reach the examiner by telephone are unsuccessful, the examiner's 
supervisor, Robert W Beausoliel can be reached on (571) 272-3645. The fax phone 
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number for the organization where this application or proceeding is assigned is 703- 
872-9306. 

Information regarding the status of an application may be obtained from the 
Patent Application Information Retrieval (PAIR) system. Status information for 
published applications may be obtained from either Private PAIR or Public PAIR. 
Status information for unpublished applications is available through Private PAIR only. 
For more information about the PAIR system, see http://pair-direct.uspto.gov. Should 
you have questions on access to the Private PAIR system, contact the Electronic 
Business Center (EBC) at 866-217-9197 (toll-free). 



Aaron D Matthew 

Examiner 

Art Unit 21 14 
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